Despite Uganda's impressive reduction in monetary based poverty, during the 1990's, recent evidence has shown there to be substantial mobility into and out of poverty. This paper represents on the first attempts to combine both qualitative and quantitative information to understand the factors underlying such poverty transitions and persistence. Using national participatory assessments and panel data we find a number of factors, such as lack of key physical assets, high dependency ratios and increased household size are identified by both qualitative and quantitative approaches as being major drivers of poverty dynamics. The paper also demonstrates that there is considerable value added in combining the two approaches allowing us to provide a much richer understanding of many of the processes underlying poverty and poverty transitions.
Introduction
Uganda's excellent record in reducing the national incidence of monetary poverty over the 1990s is widely known. However, panel data over this period shows that this net aggregate reduction was accompanied by substantial mobility into as well as out of poverty (Okidi and McKay, 2003) . A majority of those that were poor in 1992 had escaped by 1999, but a substantial minority were left behind and many others fell into poverty. Therefore, against the background of Uganda's impressive macroeconomic performance over this decade, there was a significant variation in individual experiences of poverty movements, and it is important to understand the factors, many of which are individual or local, that contributed to this.
We develop the understanding of these movements by combining qualitative and quantitative insights at the individual, household and community level. This analysis builds strongly on earlier work by Okidi, with different authors, exploiting the available panel data sets for Uganda (Deininger and Okidi, 2003; Okidi and McKay, 2003, among others) . The paper analyses panel data covering the 1992-1999 period in combination with available qualitative information. In particular, the results of the two assessments conducted as part of the Uganda Participatory Poverty Assessment Process (UPPAP) are used to gain insights to the factors associated with poverty transitions and persistence. The qualitative sources add substantially to the information available from the panel survey data alone, by helping to identify key issues to investigate using the survey data and by providing important additional insights not available from the survey data, including about processes and contextual factors. This paper is structured as follows. In section 2 we briefly review general approaches to developing a dynamic understanding of poverty, including persistent or chronic poverty. Building on this, in section 3 we outline the available qualitative evidence on the key factors and processes identified by communities and their members as lying behind their experiences of poverty transitions or non-transitions. In particular, we identify some clear individual, household, community and local policy factors contributing to impoverishment. Sections 4 and 5 then builds on the qualitative evidence by presenting descriptive and econometric analysis drawing on household panel survey data. In this way we are able to consider the importance of different factors behind movements in monetary poverty. In section 6 we conclude by synthesising the qualitative and quantitative insights, and then comment on the methodological scope for combining qualitative and quantitative approaches to enhance the understanding of poverty dynamics.
Understanding factors underlying poverty persistence and transitions
The key focus of this paper is to identify factors that are important drivers, interrupters and maintainers of poverty (Hulme et al, 2001) in Uganda -that is, factors influencing respectively movements into poverty, escapes from poverty and the inability to escape from poverty. An important starting point for this paper is to review existing approaches to identifying determinants of poverty, seen in a dynamic perspective. Existing literature on factors underlying chronic, or persistent, poverty is particularly relevant, by helping identify the factors that prevent individuals and households from making poverty transitions. This can be viewed at different levels from the individual to national level and above, although the focus here will mostly be on the household and community level, reflecting available information for Uganda.
Chronic poverty is often seen as reflecting a lack of basic security, which is pervasive both over time and across different aspects of living conditions making it very difficult to escape poverty (Wresinski, 1987 , Wood, 2003 . A standard, and basic, economic approach views household income as reflecting the assets a household has command over and the returns it can earn on these. Income poverty therefore reflects inadequate levels of one or both of these.
Asset ownership and returns are therefore of key importance, but a livelihoods approach (Ellis, 2000) is one important way of generalising this approach to a broader understanding of poverty. In particular this represents a more dynamic approach which is of particular relevance here. According to the livelihoods framework a household's livelihood strategy, and so its level of well being, depends on the assets it has access to (classically financial, human, natural, physical and social capital); the factors that mediate their access (for instance, gender relations or how markets operate); and contextual factors (such as macro policies or shocks). Both local factors and wider regional, national and global factors can be important influences of living conditions.
Building on the livelihoods framework and drawing on Sen's freedoms approach (Sen, 1999) , Hulme, Moore and Shepherd (2001) develop an extended view of chronic poverty based on a wider range of "assets", including political and security assets. Some of these factors may be what economists typically think of as factors influencing returns to assets. Whichever framework is used, this approach is useful in thinking about the wide range of factors influencing dynamic poverty status in Uganda.
Hence, in this paper we combine insights from qualitative and quantitative sources to identify the aforementioned factors. The work reflects part of a growing emphasis on combining quantitative and qualitative approaches (much of which has used participatory poverty assessment) to poverty research. Examples of this include the studies by Parker and Kozel (2004) for India, and Barahona and Levy (2004) for Malawi.
However, in many instances the availability of nationally representative participatory and qualitative information is lacking. For Uganda, and as noted above, we are particularly fortunate in that qualitative assessment can draw on two rounds of the Uganda Participatory Poverty Assessment Process (UPPAP), whose primary aim was to allow communities to express their local understanding of poverty and their perceptions about policy priorities. These intuitive understandings of poverty are often highly dynamic in nature, and the participatory poverty assessments (PPAs) also help identify commonly perceived causes of poverty transitions.
The PPAs do not though allow for an understanding of the relative importance of different factors, nor do they enable generalisation to a wider level. For these reasons understandings of the factors influencing poverty dynamics are frequently drawn from nationwide panel surveys.
These are most commonly analysed in consumption/income terms but which can be related to a wide range of correlates also 
Qualitative evidence on factors affecting poverty transitions in Uganda
There is now a significant amount of qualitative information about poverty in Uganda, with the main source being the two large-scale participatory poverty assessments carried out as part of UPPAP in 1998 UPPAP in /1999 UPPAP in and 2002 . Drawing on detailed fieldwork in nine districts in 1998/1999 and twelve in 2002, the results provide a rich source of information on local understandings of poverty and of policy priorities (Republic of Uganda, 2000 Uganda, , 2002 . Of specific relevance to this paper, they also provide valuable insights about factors contributing to poverty persistence and transitions, which we focus on in the following discussion.
Communities covered in both rounds typically express clear ideas of what poverty means to them, and these understandings have a clear and important dimension of persistence. Thus in the first PPA, poverty is described as a "perpetual need for daily necessities of life and a feeling of powerlessness" (Republic of Uganda, 2000) , and the difficulty of overcoming poverty is stressed. In both rounds a household's lack of assets, such as land or financial capital, is seen as a major factor contributing to the perpetuation of poverty (Republic of Uganda, 2002) . But having adequate land is insufficient by itself if there is no effective access to markets, or excessive local taxes (a problem widely stressed). In addition, a lack local community leadership and the presence of corruption and insecurity are also seen as important factors behind poverty and its perpetuation.
However, the two factors most strongly identified in both PPAs were poor gender relations and alcohol abuse. Poor gender relations were regarded as "causing and perpetuating poverty" (Republic of Uganda, 2000) . Key factors behind the perpetuation of unequal gender relations (identified very strongly as a central maintainer of poverty in the second PPA in particular) included the practice of paying a bride price; domestic violence (often linked to alcohol abuse); and conservative attitudes among both men and women. Excessive consumption of alcoholic drinks was widely regarded as a major and widespread problem by both women and men, in terms of the amount of money spent on it as well as its effects. At the same time, it was also recognised that the production and sale of alcoholic drinks was an important source of income, including for many women.
The participatory assessments also investigated the factors associated with movements into and out of poverty. Although these factors will be further investigated in the quantitative analysis it is worth mentioning at this stage that alcoholism was identified as one key factor underlying descents into poverty. Other important factors included being in a large (or polygamous) family; insecurity (especially in the north); loss of assets, a job, or remittances; loss of a spouse or marital breakup; and unfair taxation or lack of government support. Fewer determinants were provided of factors enabling households to move out of poverty, but key factors identified were working hard and having access to assets.
Other qualitative evidence by Bird and Shinyekwa (2003) In order to assess the relevance of attrition in for selectivity we perform two kinds of analysis. Firstly, we compare the initial characteristics of both the reduced and full panel with the 1992 IHS, to see if the families which dropped out are different from those which stayed in. Secondly, we estimate probit models in order to identify which variables predict attrition.
Appendix Table A2 outlines the means of the main household characteristics for the panel and attrited households. Overall, we notice that the full 'unmatched' panel households are characterised by lower incomes than those in the IHS. Reassuringly however, such differences and the mean incomes of the attrited and matched panels, are not statistically different from zero, ii and this is the distinction that matters for current purposes.
Of the other results, perhaps most importantly, when we test to see if the differences between the attrited and matched panel are statistically significant, we find this to be the case for only the gender of the household head and level of spouse primary education. However, the probit regression in Appendix Table A3 shows that such characteristics are insignificant.
iii Overall therefore, the results indicate that attrition is not a major problem for this sample, with both the simple descriptive data and multivariate probit model showing that the household characteristics collectively are significant but explain only a small proportion of the probability of attrition. Given these results, we proceed by using standard data analysis and regression techniques.
Patterns of poverty dynamics in Uganda
Adopting the accepted poverty lines for Uganda calculated by Appleton (2001) , which
show the population identified as poor to have fallen from 55.7% in 1992 to 35.2% in 1999, we now focus on the dynamics of poverty change using the panels.
Although the panels represent small subsamples of the national surveys, as we can see from There are also important geographic differences in the distribution of chronic and transitory poverty (Table 1) In terms of other characteristics, in both years of the panel chronically poor households are larger on average, and have higher dependency rates than the corresponding national averages (Table 2) . Further, they have lower levels of human capital with both the household head and (especially) the spouse having attended fewer years of school. They are less obviously disadvantaged in terms of physical assets, in that they cultivate similar land areas to the national (or rural) average.
However, it is important to recognise that information on land quality is not available and these households are disproportionately in the northern region where land quality is poorer on average. Chronically poor households are, however, less likely to own cattle, and to own smaller quantities when they do. Also important are the economic activities in which they are engaged: they are more likely to be reliant on own account agriculture and less likely to be engaged in non-farm wage work compared to the national average and especially compared to the never poor group. Again this latter fact may partly reflect their disproportionate numbers in the northern region. Those that were transitorily poor over the period share many of the same initial characteristics as the chronically poor, if not always to the same extent: they tend to be larger households than the national average, with higher dependency rates and lower levels of human capital. However, as might be anticipated there are some important differences between escaping and descending households in how these characteristics change over the 1992 to 1999 period. In particular for those falling into poverty there is a large increase in average household size and in the proportion of dependents over the period, suggesting that in many cases this descent into poverty may reflect life cycle factors.
There are also other important distinctions. For example, there is an increase in the average area of land cultivated by those escaping poverty, but a modest decline for those falling in. The average number of cattle owned by those falling into poverty declines over this period. These are important examples of asset depletion, consistent with evidence from the second round of UPPAP, indicating that farming households that suffered severe drought problems had to sell off their assets, especially land, in order to pay taxes, medical bills and school fees. This is obviously self-defeating behaviour in the longer term and seems to have led some households into poverty, and trapped others in it. In addition, households falling into poverty are less likely to have had non-agricultural wage work initially, and are more likely to have a household head that has ceased to work or moved from own account agricultural work into agricultural wage employment compared to the national average. This strongly suggests that it is not just life cycle effects that lie behind descents into poverty. Polygamy and excessive alcohol consumption are two drivers of poverty identified in the UPPAP assessments on which information is available in the panel data set.
Households whose head is in a polygamous relationship, are more likely to be poor than average (Table 2) , though not necessarily more likely to be chronically poor. But data on expenditure on purchases of alcoholic drinks show an emphatic relationship with poverty status (Table 3) . This is true even though such purchases are widely under-reported in surveys of this type (and the respondent is often not the best informed about these specific purchases). In 1992, chronically poor households and households that were not poor then but later fell into poverty were more likely to purchase alcoholic drinks, and devoted higher proportions of their budgets to it.
Large numbers in these two groups devoted more than one quarter of their budget for the purchases of all food and drinks for the households to the purchase of alcoholic drinks. This reinforces very strongly the message from qualitative work.
Finally, it is important to consider the key characteristics of those that were not poor in either period. In many cases this is simply the absence of some of the impoverishing factors noted above; but a factor strongly associated with this is working in non-farm activities, whether for wages or on own account.
Factors influencing poverty transitions: econometric analysis

Estimation Methods and Approaches
In practice, a number of different approaches have been adopted to understanding the factors associated with chronic and transitory poverty, or with poverty transitions.
Some are based on straightforward descriptive analysis, for instance Sen (2003) , who considers these factors within a livelihoods framework. Most studies complement descriptive analysis with an explicitly multivariate approach, generally based on econometric analysis. These generally take two forms, those modelling a discrete dependent variable measuring dynamic poverty status and those modelling the (generally continuous) underlying variable measuring the standard of living. The former approach has been strongly criticised by Ravallion (1996) for the loss of information it implies among other factors; but if the poverty line is set at a meaningful absolute level, it is still valuable to consider modelling transitions across the poverty line. However, when the dependent variable just distinguishes the poor from the non-poor, as in the probit model, this implies the loss of a substantial amount of information about the household's living standard which, measurement error notwithstanding, is known much more precisely than this. It may be much more promising to model the factors influencing the change in household living standards by what is essentially a micro-level growth equation (Dercon, 2003; Fields et al, 2003) . In this way it is also straightforward to quantify the different factors associated with changes in living conditions and it does not lead to concerns related to the aforementioned approaches, which might be sensitive to the level at which the poverty line is set.
Estimation results
Both the discrete and continuous dependent variable approaches outlined above are applied to the panel data set described and analysed in section 4 with a view to understanding the factors associated with a household's poverty status. 
Discrete models of poverty status
As discussed above, household movements relative to the poverty line are considered by means of a multinomial logit model and then a sequential probit formation. In the former case the dependent variable distinguishes four cases: the never poor; those poor in both periods; those poor in 1992 and not in 1999 (escaping poverty); and those non-poor in 1992 but that were poor in 1999 (falling into poverty). The purpose of this analysis is to provide a more careful analysis of the types of households in each of these groups, though does not form a sufficient basis for drawing conclusions about the associated causes. The results are interpreted in terms of the marginal effects of each variable, in other words the marginal effect of a change in that explanatory variable on the probability that a household is in the group under consideration.
As can be seen from Table 4 , the model performs reasonably well in terms of fit, and is relatively successful in predicting the extreme cases of the never and always poor and, not surprisingly, less so at predicting the two categories of transitory poor. Focusing throughout on marginal effects that are significant at the 10% level at least, the most important determinants of which group a given household is in include education, assets (including housing), location variables, the main economic activity, demographics, and changes in the household head or in demographic composition over the period (Table 5) . Education of the head, and spouse at secondary level, all have strong positive influences on the likelihood that a household is never poor.
Where the spouse has been educated to primary level or the head to secondary level, both have strong negative influences on the likelihood that the household is chronically poor.
These results correspond strongly with prior expectations, and education is very likely to be a strong causal influence on a household's poverty status. They also correspond to the findings in the second round of UPPAP in which the communities covered primarily identified hard work and gainful employment, the productivity of which is enhanced by good health and appropriate education, as priority factors for moving out of poverty. Although completion of primary education is expected to significantly improve well being in itself, the communities emphasised access to skill and education at higher levels as crucial for sustained poverty reduction. In our estimation, the negative effect of the head having primary education on the probability of a household escaping poverty may seem counterintuitive, but this is probably picking up the effect above -households whose head had completed primary school in 1992 were less likely to be poor to start with.
Rural residents with more land are less likely to fall into poverty, and those households that owned cattle in 1992 are significantly less likely to have been chronically poor over this period; the same variable has a quite large positive but not quite significant impact on the likelihood of a household being never poor. According to UPPAP findings, pastoral communities that were not affected by cattle rustling, drought, animal diseases and the associated low yields, reported welfare improvements. This is largely due to better marketing opportunities and access to grazing land. Households whose main economic activity is non-agricultural own account work are also significantly more likely never to have been poor over this period. By contrast there is no significant association between working in own account agriculture and poverty status, despite the high concentration of poverty evident among such households in simple bivariate analysis. The other characteristics of such households (e.g. low levels of education) may be more important in explaining the high incidence of poverty among this group. UPPAP results also help in understanding this, in that some communities in the second round felt that poverty among crop farmers had increased over time due to deterioration of farmland quality, coupled with an inability to purchase hybrid seeds and fertilisers. Communities also attributed low earnings among most crop farmers to taxes (which they say is the single most important impoverishing factor) and limited markets and low prices, especially for maize. The econometric results suggest though that these factors did not apply in all communities.
There are a number of strong associations between poverty status and locality of residence. In one sense such correlations are unfortunate because they mean that the model (or available data) has been unable to capture the more fundamental factors underlying, for instance, the greater poverty of the rural north. But equally they do highlight the presence of important real geographic differentials. The rural northern region is where the effects are strongest, where households are significantly less likely to be never poor, significantly more likely to be chronically poor or have moved into poverty over this period. Those in the rural eastern region are significantly less likely to be never poor, but more likely to be moving out of poverty -this being a locality where poverty fell sharply between 1992 and 1999. Those in the urban areas of the western region are significantly less likely to have been chronically poor or descending into poverty over this period, and significantly less likely to escape.
Again, these patterns are consistent with the geographic pattern of poverty reduction over this period (Appleton, 2001 ). Defaults -Missed Education (for head and spouse), Urban West, Non Agricultural Wage Employment, Land (urban) As already seen in section 4, changes in poverty status over a period may reflect changes affecting the household over this period. Many such changes are likely to be endogenous (for example accumulation of assets) and so cannot be considered as explanatory factors in models of this kind. However, for some types of changes it may be legitimate to argue that they are not endogenous, including certainly changes in the ages of household members and also perhaps changes in the household head.
Only these types of change variables were included in the regression. Some turn out to be important. Most importantly, increases in household size have a significant positive influence on the likelihood that the household is chronically poor or falls into poverty (consistent with the descriptive results in section 4), while reductions in household size have a significant positive impact of the likelihood of escaping poverty.
Given the restrictive structure imposed by the multinomial logit model (in particular the independence of irrelevant alternatives assumption, and that it may be conflating correlate of initial poverty status with correlates of change over time), we now consider the factors associated with whether a household is poor or not to start with separately from the factors associated with changes (or not) in the household's poverty status. We do this by means of three separate probit models as discussed above. The results of this model are reported in Table 6 , where the dependent variable takes the value 1 if the household is poor in the relevant year and zero otherwise. The likelihood of a household being poor in 1992 is significantly negatively associated with the head having primary education or the spouse (where present) having secondary education; with the household having cattle; with the number of rooms per adult equivalent; and with being engaged in a non-farm own account activity.
Regional dummy variables are not significant here. Marg effect t ratio Marg effect t ratio Marg effect t ratio For those that were non-poor in 1992, descent into poverty is positively associated with residence in any rural area, with the effect again being largest in the north.
Constant
Descent into poverty is also negatively associated with: land ownership in rural areas; secondary education of the head; working in a non-agricultural own account activity;
and positively associated with living in the urban north and with the household head changing from being male to female. In broad terms these results are consistent with those of the multinomial logit model, but in some instances they are more intuitive than the latter because they impose a less restrictive structure.
Modelling continuous changes in living standards
Finally we consider the factor changes influencing changes in household welfare of households within the panel. Regressing the change in the logarithm of the welfare measure over the period on its own initial level (similar to a growth regression equation) and many of the other explanatory variables considered in other models above identifies many of the same factors as being important, but also some additional ones ( Table 7) . The model has a good fit as measured by its R-squared value. The initial level of the logarithm of welfare has a strongly negative coefficient, so that ceteris paribus the growth rates of the household consumption measure are higher for households that were poorer to start with.
But there are many other important intervening factors. Growth rates of the welfare measure are significantly faster for households where the head has secondary 24 education, or that have more land in rural areas, but they are slower for households engaged in own account agriculture, a finding which differs from those identified above and is perhaps more intuitive. Again, there are strong regional effects, with growth rates being lower in rural areas of all regions, again most strongly in the north.
Growth rates are significantly lower in urban areas of the northern region. Again, this is consistent with the evidence on changing living conditions and poverty over this period (Appleton, 2001) . Increases in household size over the period also have a negative influence on the growth of well being. Many of these factors of course favour richer households relative to poorer households, so offsetting the potential convergence suggested by the negative coefficient of the initial welfare level.
Again, despite the greater flexibility this model offers, these results are broadly consistent with those identified in the other econometric models. They also confirm some of the factors identified by the qualitative studies. 
Conclusions
This paper represents one of the first attempts at combining qualitative and quantitative information to understand the factors underlying poverty transitions and persistence. The application to Uganda has shown that this dual approach offers a much richer understanding of these factors than using either approach in isolation.
The quantitative analysis provides a national picture, and its multivariate nature allows many factors to be considered simultaneously, and their relative importance to be assessed. It has also been more successful than the qualitative sources in It is important to have a broad interpretation of assets and of the mediating factors that influence livelihoods. Social and political capital, as well as security, are clearly important factors, including such factors as poor governance, excessive local taxation, a culture of excessive drinking, and pervasive insecurity -especially in the northbeing identified as very important factors especially in qualitative work. Indeed, in the second round of UPPAP, insecurity in the affected areas was the primary factor reported to be responsible for declines in well being. The survey confirms that households that are persistently poor or fell into poverty were those that were more likely to purchase alcoholic drinks and to spend on them, matching the findings of qualitative work. Other important mediating factors are norms in relation to gender and other disadvantaged groups such elderly people or the disabled, with such groups often being doubly disadvantaged by having a lower levels of assets and attaining a low return on the assets they do have due to various factors, including processes of exclusion.
Results from the recent round of UPPAP reveal that communities that enjoyed welfare improvements during the 1990s associated the changes with expanded household asset bases. Although the communities appreciated increased access to health, education and safe water, they lamented the deterioration in the quality of public service delivery. The households that were reported to have enjoyed welfare growth were those with hard working and educated members and those with family assets acquired through purchases or inheritances. Conversely households that experienced declines in welfare were reported to be those that had lost productive assets (which, in some cases, were liquidated to finance other pressing needs, though as noted above, in other cases for less pressing needs). Agricultural produce marketing constraints and a feeling of exploitation of the smallholders in the context of liberalisation were also identified as influencing factors for deterioration of living standards. Furthermore, increased taxation in a bid by the central authorities and local governments to increase revenue, as well as the impact of HIV/AIDS, were also considered very important factors underlying falling living conditions. This paper has demonstrated that there is clearly considerable value added in combining qualitative and quantitative approaches equally and in a meaningful way to understand drivers, maintainers and interrupters of poverty. This approach can equally be applied in other countries, and there is also scope to develop it further in Uganda, in providing additional understanding of key issues. Further work on gender 28 and purchases of alcoholic drinks, for example, would seem to be two important priorities in this respect. i An acceptable error range in this instance was considered +/-7/8 years -in line with what appeared to be a natural structural break in a frequency distribution of age differences, between the two periods. For example in the 1992/99 two wave panel the acceptable age range allowed for the 7/8 year gap between the panels and then allowed for an error range in age recording or +7 and -8 years. ii At a 10% significance level.
iii Although panel households are more likely to have latrines and flush toilets, these variables are not of interest in this analysis, and therefore of no concern. iv Other two and three wave panels, for Uganda, covering various groupings of years between 1992 and 1995 also show substantial movements into and out of poverty. v McCulloch and Baulch (1999) argue that there is a natural ordering of the chronically, transitorily or never poor. vi This property is a consequence of the implied assumption of no correlation between the error terms. As a consequence if, for example, an alternative choice of poverty is introduced, all the selection probabilities would be reduced proportionately
